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PART I -
. . INTRODUCTTON .

\' ) In recent years

L3

espec1a11y, many institutions of higher |
exiucamon have adopted the practice of students evaluating the ~
‘qua]ity‘ of the ’tea’ching which they receive in the classroom, In

genér\a], t&his practice appears to have some merit and is favored

-

x * . e
by the. wri ter of this practicum. Yet there are, of course, legions

of cri t1cs who mamtam that it -can have a dehtemous effect on

the teaching process 1tse1f It is not the purpose of this study

to discuss the vamous pros and cons of the practice of students

evaluating instructors.. The literature.on the subject is copious, 4
0 ? r

and is constantly increasing in scope.  What the present study is

concerned with, rather, is +to ‘find out i there is a correlation

. between the testing formats (objective-subjective) which instructors
. N 1

use to'judgg stu"dent achievement, and the ratings which instructors

. = recefve from their students.

.‘Ih.e [;résent writer has heard from many of his ’students that
“they prefer‘ to take objective classroom tests rather tnan the
"'combinatic;n" objective-subjecti*vé ones which it has been his .prac-
tice, generally, to usé. Many students claim that they dislike
writing out ans“wers.; that it is much more convenient and pleasant
for them simply to choose a corréct answer in a mu]tip'le-dioi ce:
test format.

They often admit that they are not “good at" spelh’ng

and sentence structure; th\q: organizing ideas and material even for@

[




; ~ : . 2
"short answer" questions is a chone they prefer t;o avoid, . _ s
The present writer has noti ced during t\he past decade and |
mor; of teaching history and political science at Broward Community
s College in Fort Lauderda]e,_ F_]orida, thwme average s tudent is '
indeed weak in writing skills; and also in being able to put cogni- €

tive information into writing of almost any form. Many of the tésts

BRIREY J

this ingtructor gives to his students are partfy abjective and partly
subjective in nature. Giving such examina{tions allows the instruc-
tor to compare the objective and subjective parts of eacn test, and
to notice that often lthe grade correlation betmgn the two parts is
not so high as one might expect. It is not unusual, for example,

for a student to score high on one part and low on the other. .
Therefore, it ,wou1d seem that the totally objective model used by
perhaps 85% of all of the instructors in the Social Science Division
might not be a true sample of a student's achievement.

This problem is very much involved with societal needs, since

many employers of community college graduates have long been criti-
cal of the1:r employees' writing skills and their very abih‘t;y. to put
cognitive material on pape}r. The,abi]ivty to choose the"right ansver *
lfrom among four suggested ones "is hardly the same a tnhe ability to
' organize on paper one's knowledge of a suhj’ect, a skill often needed '
"in the business world. I't".is not tﬁat ’multip1e-choice tests are

— , _
necess@rily easy to pass; some can be quite difficult, éven more so

than written exams ,ssometimes. It is simply that the ability to

-
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perform in one aréa does not guarantee an ability in the other.

One of the long-standing cii tigism; :of the use of squective
examinations is ﬁlat'they take t\ob' much of an‘instructor's time to
grade; Yet if a coHége ‘administration suggested in a diplomatic’

manner-at a faculw'meetingﬂfat the s tudents would benefit if at
“ 1east one thn-d of all c]assroom tests employed the subjective
format, ins tructors wio ‘followed this SUQgestwn would not become
overburdened with grading tests ---even if some of~the1r c]asses were
fairly large. It should be realized that i many co]]eges 1nstructors
we "blue book" tests et(cluswe]y, and grade all parts of the1r
students'’tests! ”In any event, 1nstructor§, eSp;qa]]y in tpe are;s
of the-humanities and the social scien;:es, might givg two objective
}:ests to one s'ubjective'; or, per:haps better yet,)gombi.ne the two
fory@ts in each test. The choice could te their‘dmn.. ‘

The, purpese of.the bresent paﬁer i§ to compare the student *
evaluation scbre§ given to the ins tructor who wses objective tests
- exclusively with those given to the same inst?ﬁlctor vho uses the
combination oqucti ve-s]bjécti ve format for his fest procedures. In
order toirgake th~e teaching for all four classes o-f s tudents as simi- .
lar as 90551b1e the writer of this paper gave objective tests
,exc]uswely to two of his Western C1v1hzat1on classes; the other two

~ classes vere tested by ﬂ]e so-ca]]ed “combmatwn" test format noted

vabove,.

/




* BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE.
Societa] needs are very much congerned with the testing
problem notec;above. If a graduate of a tm-year (or four-year)
college can receive an equa]]y good educat1on regardless of whether

@
nis classroom tests are completely of the objective variety, o

‘v«h\eﬂther substantial parts include some written material, the concern

for the above problem would be minor. Yet, as noted above, erployers

of these students and society as well have need for people who can

express their cognitive knowledge in a meenin‘gfu] way; Higher edu- _

cation should not "vater down" its standards by omitting sutjﬁective
testing simply to satisfy students who prefer objective tests ,; or
faculty members vho do not wish to grade written examinations.

: Today many recently expanded colleges find themselves in the

‘unenviab]e position of trying to keep up their enrollment figures ty

almos t a°n); means. Academic standards and course requirements'have
somet1mes ,sbeen reduced in the light gf spec1ous arguments such &

"it 1s not\\hat a student learns in coﬂege that is important (he

m]] forget it anyway)’ so ]ong‘ as he derwes proper attitudes,

——

1nterests, and experiences ." Of course th1s posi tion has long been

"taken by many public school educators often with dubious results,

It would seem that on the co]]ege Ieve] finally, the ]earmng of
sub,]ectf matter 1tse]f should be of a prime importance. -
The purpsse of the present paper is to examine one phase of

the practice of stu&ents evaluating their instructors. The present

.
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1nqm vy does not attempt to Judge the overall value of the pract1ce,

P

even though ins titutions such as the University of Miami h:«:ive
recently dropped such evaluations; at least at those institutions
"they‘appargnt]y served 1ittle overall purpcse. fn spite of this, it
\ Qm~ay \;er_y well be that student evaluations of their instrucktors, if
properly administered, m-ay. be of definite benefit at many institu-
tions. . .

“An examination. of the literature bears out the latter ass ump -
tion---at least to some degree. Peter W. Frey, writing in (nange
Magazine, says ~that it is fairly clear that an instructional rating
sys tem, vhen properly developed, can provide reliable and valid

1 Frey points out that student ins trug-

information about teaching,
tional ratings can He reliable and valid, but he explaims that it
is an obligation of the 'facu]ty to insure that such is the case at
their own 1nst1tut1ons 2 . ' v ‘. '

The present paper addresses itself to the latter- staterrent
,Thére js not only the q‘uestion of how useful such evaluations are;
“there i$ also the problem of how vell these evaluations are
administered, and vhether they are eva]uating the teaching 'pro‘cess
in a valid and reTiable fashion. Novhere 1n the. hterature mmh

the present writer has examined is there a d1scuss1on of the

]Pe(er W. Frey, "The 0ngo1ng Debate: Student Eva]uatwn of °
Teaching," Change, February, -1974, p. 64.

21b1d.
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_relatjonship between objec,tiﬂ've arid Suba'é,ctiive student tests and
student evaluations of their instructors. A The present writer has-
alvays Eee'n \:eH rated by his students during the entire four year
period durl nd vhich the s tudent éva1ua_t1‘on of instructors practiée
has existed at Brovard Community College. Still, he has noticed
that the majority of students inmest of his classes have preferred
to take objective tests rath‘er than subjective ones; or those tests
combining features of both formats, indicated above. These pre-
ference; have ‘been mentioned both orally and in the “open end"
question (#20) of the evaluation questionnaires,

Kenneth E. Elbe also generally ‘S’ﬂpports student eva1uati.'ons
of facd]ty members , c]aiming’t\hat,sﬁé a practice, properly admipis-
tered, will not, as some critics believe, affect.adversely a faculty

member's teaching.> Elbe disagrees with arguments that such

evaluations are potential weaponé‘ in the hands of administrators for

use agains t the faculty, and that the enterprise "will somehow
dehumanize or computeri'ze instruction."4 But he does point out .a
real danger---that the student rating of the faculty might be used ”

as the sole index of an instructor's competence.

3Kenneth E. Elbe, "What Are We Afraid 0f?," “College Review,
January, 1974, pp. 453455,

‘. 41 bid.

1




.—im tructors; but at the same time he varns of some of- the pitfalls '

!

. Robert J. Menges likewise supports student evaluatiens of

of this practice, especially if the results are “seriously considered

» -3

by the college adminis tration on ‘the sub,]ect of positive or negatwe
revards to the facu1ty."'5.. 0f the negative consequences,»hé' is most
concerned about a leveling effect on cr;ea_t‘i ve Q:eaching. .Says Menges:

. If evaluations are built’'from a narrow empiri-
cist tradition, they are likely to be severely
inhibiting. The most "useful" empirical results’
are Sometimes the most dehumamzmg . .

Nhﬂe the above three wmters generaHy Support the 1dea of

’

student’ eva1uat1ons of their inms'tructors, they are all quick to pomt
out some of.the dangers and veaknesses of the practice---an area c;f
»c;m%sequence to the s-tudents to the fac(ﬂty itself, and to theh
ddminis tration in its re]atwns with both the faculty and.the students

The writer of this paper generally agrees.with the above critics that®

. student evaluations of their instructors can be wsefuly but possible
LY

prob]ems, such as imprope}' adminis tration, are always a danger, of

course,

One interesting possibie offshoot of students eva]uating their "

ins tructors is réported in a long article in the Miami Herald. T'H"S

report points out that vhile the average coHege grade a decade or

»

Spobert J. Menges, "The Ne»}l Reporters: Students Rate Instruc-

tors ;" ‘New Directions for Higher Education: Evaluating Learning and
. eadnng {San Francisco: Jossey -Bass, W1q“fer, 19721, PP 6‘33'6'9"9‘ .

bLouise Montgomery', "Academic Grade Inﬂatwn -As Eas1er
Now," Mi ami Herald June 10, 1974 p. 1A, ]

N\ .
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so-ago used td be a ;'C," today it has virtually become a "B'," and

wonders why. * Montgomery points out that to s.ome degree this change

- has occurred nationa]]y as well as in Florida, At Miami .Dade

Communi ty Co]]ege 13 5 percent of the grades in ]969 were A S, vhile
in 1973 a whopp,mg 26.5 percent of the grades in ai{ areas were "A." ‘
It is i.n'teresting.to note that it'was- beginnino with the 1‘..969-1970:\
schoo] year that students began to evaluate their instructors at
Miami-Dade as well as at many other F]or1da co]]eges and universities,
The increase of F’lor‘ida At]ant1c University's "A" grades during the

same span of tme has gone from 17.6 percent to 25 percent. Broward
~\

rComnumty Co]]ege s "A" grades in the same time per1od went from
" 1%.8 percent to 17.2 percent; the:University of Miami, 16.6 percent

' :to 24,1 percent; and the .University of Florida %rom 21.6 p‘ercent~to

28,2 percent Even Harvard has shown an upward trend in the humber
of high' grades given in recent years 7 as for Broward Communi ty

€ollege's trend toward h1gher grades this development can be \corro-

. borated ty the present writer, wo, as a faculty sponsor for Phi “Theta
AR 4 2

T(appa, the Community ~Junior College National Scholastic Honor
Fraternity, has otserved that the number of B.C.C. s tudents qua]ify'ing
for membersmp in *tms fratermo/ in thé past five years has increased

more than f1ve-fo]d even though the co]lege enro]]ment figures have

bare]y. doub]ed during that time.B
‘ 7Ib1d. p.‘ ]8A. 3 ' ) . ‘ .', ”
8 bid. o ‘ . s
11
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Dr. Bob Feinberg, a Umvers1ty of FJor1da researcher, asks,

in attempting to reSpond to the above phenomenon, "Have you ever

thought of the. eff&ct student eva]uat1ons have on professors?“ _
é i
Montgomery points out that at many colleges and’ umve.rs1t1_es todax

students' confidential ratings of their proflessors— are entered i'nto

the professors' personnel files and are taken into account’ in’pros -

motion. Word gets around among studen’ri & to vho is an easy or v
hard grader. . Says Feinberg: - . - — -7 - . ¢
It's hard to post grades if you have lots o\?“ 4\ Tt _'\ "
C's ‘and very few A's ,and B's when you have' to = o v
compete with your co]]eagues for 'students . )
Can't you guéss wich professor students.will
sign 4P for if th‘ey can see that some g:ve lots - '
A'S?] . - - :
;_ ¢ ’ . ¢ ~ ’ ‘
* It can now reasonably be ‘askelf just vhat are “societal needs” . )
. 0[ L4 . ,
in the area of eva]uat1on of .students in general?" This quest1on may,
‘throw th_t on the importance of how faculty members eva]'uate the1r . ‘
\students and how students, in turn, now often eva]uatg their teachers.
Dr. Robert B Mautz, Chance]]or of the. F]or1da Unﬁversny sys tem of i )
n1ne universities, is mrried about the so-calted "grade inflation" A
wnch has h1t Florida's ims t1tut1ons of h1gher educat1on and those -
of many. other states as well, 'He 'wondeys how much this grade 1nf]a-
tion is caused by s'tudent int1mdat1_on\of their professors resulting .
from students evaluating these same professors. )
.‘ ' a ' -
10 . - ' . ' !
13 - Ib]d. k-3 o, s
’ " N e.
s r A

.
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. Says Mautz:

Every day people make judgments about other per-
. sons and .their work, These judgments aren't
always that we are doing. superior A" quality

. work. To delude $tudemts by saying,lihey have

)
L4

X qualities they don't have is wrong

University of Florida officils point out that the trend -

~

toward easier grading confuses graduate schools, which now rely “less

andﬂ]ess on undergraduate gradeé in picking promising upper-level

students ; and it misleads parerits vho think they are-paying the col-

lege to educaté their child, The University of Miami's Associate -

‘Academic Dean, Dr. S. L. Besvinick, agrees, pointing out that 1ife

‘in the real world is competitive,

Dean Besvinick asks: .

Are we preparing people to be effective partici-
pants 4n the business of 1iving? Students must
. - come to gripSwith .the notion of failing just as 4
_everyone mst, A numter of our faculty feel we'd
be doing a disservice if we gidn't’help our stu-
dents to recognize failure.! ‘

" The above arguments , of course", f]y_in thg face of many

~eduéators.in the commnity college field, who claim that s tudents

S e . ~ oy L .
should be given the opportunity to experience success rather than

failure in academic affairs; failure can only bring negative feelings,

while success in itself brings’ more -success. This argument is 'still

r,‘a;g\i‘ng in academic circles and certainiy will not be resolved in the

Nigid, . &

14 d, pp. 18-19.
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present study; Yet this paper is concerned-with.instructor.evalua-

_tions of their students and how they relate to student evaluations

_of their instMictors---with the possible student grade inflation,

noted above. This problem in turn is very much concerned with how

. certain instructor-made classroom tests (objecti‘ve;subjectiv,é) will

effect student evaluations of instructors.
: étill another. rather recent academic practice may be related
to objective-subjective testing formats and college credits in |
general. At Broward Community College and at many other two_-year"

ins ti tutiqns a student may now pnee;n"pt a course if he can score in

the upper 50 percentile of fhe so-called standardized "CLEP" (College
Level Exami nat1: on Program) test. A sizable number of students at
B.C.C. recently took this test in order to try to exempt the English
101 (éng]nish Composition) course. Although about twelve 'students vere
able to achieve this rather modest score, only two.vere able to pass
the written or subjectfi:vé\ adjun;t of this test, which was made up hy-
the B.E.C. English Department. This is. certainly a diséppointing
indication of the lack of writing and organizing skills vhich many
Higa school grad‘uates possess. This weakness should be-reco'gm'zed
more $pecifically in e comunity college. If ai] humanities and’
social science instrut’:tors,'?at jeast, vere to require more ‘subjective

or "combination" type testing, #ioted above, some headway might be

‘madé} toward a resolution of ’ﬂxﬁ‘-}rob]em. - i

t >

¥




tigious Princeton, New Jersey ‘based. Edutational

Testing Servicg's "College Entrance Examination Board" refférts that

"o+ .. - itis net on] in writing ari‘d in organizing skills that the present
S group' of 'cg)]]égé'.'s'@dénts has lost s tature compared to those of

. e e a generation ago. ‘fi\t is nov} reported that even the r’ésu]ts'of .the

. objective national scores (both verbal and quahtitative) for gradu-
ating high school s’tuii/énts have steadily ;iéc]ined for the tenth year
.in a row. 3 A significant factor, however, is that the ‘mos't seriow
drop is in verba} s cores ,.showing more the.m a fifteen pefcén't%
decrease, Previously, points cut _'l_‘_1’__n£, the wsual explanation for
Tower -S'mf’,scores has been that a targer and less selective group of = oo
student;,has teen taking the t&sts. But for the last five years, » :

Q.

Time says: -

... & the number of students going to college
has leveled off, the number taking the test has
also stabi]iz%, making, this explanation no - . : L
Jonger valid,'®
Time then asks if American public schools, in spite of their
.manpy “innové‘t":’ve" teéchiné methods, are just not doing so good a / .7
job of deve]opi}rg verbal and mathematical skills as they lised to; - -
“or are American kids just getting dumber?"15 It rgight further -be o N

asked if the problem is not really worse than is §uggestedin Time.

-

k] . L

13"pecline of the SAT's," Time, December 31, 1973, p. 45. ‘ i

141 bid, N
- Brbid, o - R ) ;
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Since even in §econdary schools in recent years class roo;n examina-
tions have been going in the direction of oho'ective -type, tests,, i
might seriously be asked vhemer the already sinking: standard1 zed

scdores would not be - ]ower st1'H 1f some "written" or so-ca.}}ed I »

) subJectwevtype qu st1ons as ve'ﬂ & oObjective ones, vere. included: -

i

)
The above 0 ervatwns ané not made to suggest that a more

e Shmg]dzb? taken by conmumty co]]eges and . .- oo

elitist academ1 c stahc

1'--

s titutions of hig] ' ¥ geﬁer‘a’] The “open door‘ﬁ__. B

adm1ss1ons procedu g ! 1sts at nost conmumty co]]eges, 1s .-

.
-, 1ndeed the correct “ohe; aml’student vito 1s wﬂhng and able to put
- forth reasonab]e ‘effoyt;shéu]d be a]]owed to $tucjy at a comumty

co]]ege regard]ess of f;nanﬁ] or other d15ab1]1t1es, Editor
George W. Bonham wntmg in Change Magazine \1‘3 Qorr'ect when he says :'_

.. As many. of*the essays in this v0]ume mike clear, S
o the old schotasticism is dying. A new vwevmf . .
'\ + learning spring® from a fresh humanism, in_which .
the s tudent--rather than one's obe1sance to' a dis- °
cipline--is the centerpiece. Underlying it all is
the fundamental assumption that most pegple €an
benefit from educational opportunities, and that R}
education ought not to be a selecting process.

)
‘;‘%
‘3

FR———

PRy

. far wider variety of people can develop thense]vei

-7 - in the academic world than we had thought before, 5 P
- \ ,
16 g : -

George W. Bonham, "On Learning and Change," article in
_ volurme. On Learmng and Chang_, (New York: (Change Magazine), 1973,
" p. ]0

-, g ) P S B S 8 Wan = h N A TS AY e & ARAA A . iswh o
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PART III
PROCEDUR..S

7

A, Exp_]anatwn of Techmqge

The purpcse of th1s practicum, as noted above; 1s to find
out if there is a relationship betveen student eva]uatwns of their
irs tructors and the format of classroom tests (objective-subjective)
‘vhich the instructor gives to the students, The majority (at least
3 to 1) of the students, in the present write’r's classes at Broward
Community College have stated either orally or in written form thatlJ
they prefer taking objective tests rather than subjective ones, or .
a combination of both, the latter a practice usually employed by
" the instructor. They sometimes admit that they prefer ?ﬁbjecti ve tests,
not necessarily tecause they think these tests usually y1e]d a
h1gher grade--although this may be true to some extent ‘Many say it
i; simp‘]y that they dislike the effort and cha]]enge of writing out
answers, -In o_ther words , for the vast majorjty of these students it
is preferab]e to.mark a bubble on a computer test card than to have
‘.to g0 through tite effort of explaining an answer.in words --with the
cen;e;uent need to show cogm tive, o‘rgamz1 ng, and writing skﬂ]s

The above problem \hes become so evident in recent years that
the writer of this paper decided during the Spring Semester of 1974
to give two ef his classes in Wes.tern Ci\;i]ization (#1 and #11) the
usual four major tests, and for experimental purpcses to emplgy an

all-objective format in all of these tests. The second two classes

in Western Civilization (#I1I and #IV) would also take four major

e .
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“tests; but all of these would be of the ins tructor's regular objec-

tive-subjective format, Ample time was allowed for both types of __~
tests, Computer test cards were used-for the four tests taken ty
. . 4

classes I and II; "blue books" for the second two, Test results .

“for all four classes proved to be comparable.

Each class had thirty studenf:s, or 120 s tudents in all four

c]asses.\\‘ In order to give all classes simi]e;r treatment, the courses

were taught in the‘same manner by the same instructior. Al classes .
were cond‘ucted in the morning, so afternoon drovsiness was not a

factor to be considered. Student evaluation of instructor materials

were distributed during the last week of the semester, As noted

[P .
o“Q\_\
T——cee

above, the instructor wished to ]eiarn if the two classes of students
taking the objective tests only vp\;ld rate the inmstructor higier than A“.,,
those taidng the usual "combi nati,on{type" -tests; and if so, to wnat .
degreé. It should further be noted that all of the stfudents were

chosen at random--lty th; computer registration process. CoQies of

the twenty -item ques tionnaire v'ai/ch follows were distri bu:,ed to the

four c]asseg. This instrument inc}udes a five point rating scale

for the first ]9’question§ (1-1s- ]owes(i:\; 5 is highest), and an open- !

~

ended question (#20), vhich allowed students i‘.p comment on the L

teaching of the course.

(#) = Number of Responses for Each Answer

Aty

(%)e= Number of Responses Divided by Number of Students
Respondmg

B. . Four Questionnaires Distri buted to Four CTasses of Students in

Western Civilization .

o
m .
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PART IV
. . , RESULTS
) An exarﬁinatiqn of the responses to the above ques tionna'ire
"’i'ndicates that there:is a ,c6ns1’derab1e difference between the scores
ofﬁc]as‘ses I and II compared with classes 11T and IV in evaluating
the ims tructor. This confirm the examiner's suspicion that the
difference bet:vgen' the twq groups of scores 'probab]y cane as 'a re-
sult pf the two Hifferent test formats used ‘ty the instructor, .The
student evaluation of the ins tructor scores ty class averagés were
§ as follows (out of a possible 5.00 grade): |
" Class I = 4.74
Class II = 4.72

. . Class III = 4.29

Obj_ecti ve Testing Only

N,

. "Combination" Tes ting
- Class IV = 4,25 (Objective-Subjective)

A]though the writer of this paper has always received good

gt
.

ratings from the college-wide student evaluation of instructors .
practice, he has not yet scored 'in the very top eche]éﬁ ‘of these
faculty ratings. This -fact, together with thé rema'rks made by
s tudents in the above-nmtigned classes that they preferred objec-
tive tests only (“like 'most'of the other instructors give") .
motivated this imstructor to conceive of the above g’nquiry. It is -
rather clear from the above results that what he suspected did °
indeed occur. The first two class averages, 4.74 and 4.72, (objec-
x tive tests only) placed the instructor in the very top echelon of

. . \ s . .
student evaluation of the instructor test scores. This questionnaire




objective tests) vere similar among all. four‘c]asses --a unique °
. &

. c1asses III and IV because of preferred (objective) testing formats

is similar to the -one used by the B.C.C. faculty. The latter two

o .
consistent results in relation to each other. What is most notice- -

_roughness and interest, A number stated that they learned more than

‘they had in any previous class--history or otherwise. The major

- — —— . XX - -

21

. T Y

class averages (classes 111 and Iv), where' objecti ve -subjective
c]éssroon Aesting formats were employed, had- class a\}erages 6f'4 27 N
and 4. 25, representing jst above the mid-point ratings of facu]ty
averages 1n.genera] ' ' '
The present 1nstructor has a]ways put -a gu'g.t deal of twne N

and effon‘g.,pnto his tggchmg and is popular with his students., VYet
he usually scored in lstudent evaluation ratings Aabout the same as
d1d many 1{15tructor~s with apparently less concern for then' s tudents,
but \nhO gave objective tests exclusively.

\ An exam1nat1pn of the variouws test item averages shovs fairly
ap]é is the definite similarity between classes I and II on the one
han;j and between classes III and IV 6n the other. Items 5 and 6

averages in all four classes (concerning student preference sfor

situation. It may be assumed from the evaluation ‘results*genera]]y,

as noted above, that the students in classes I and II, where only

’

' . ) 8 .
objec(:ive tests were give‘n, gave higher overall ratings than did

used with the first two c]asses

AN

- Responses to question #20 in all four ‘classes were perhaps the

mes t interesting, Many students‘b(aised' the classes for their tho-

[ [

[%
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note of criticism concerned the testing format in classes '1II ‘and

IV ." A number here said that they WUl have preferred completely
objective testing to the "contnnatwn" for'mat which was employ,ed\m
the latter two classes . Othervnse, with few exceptions, the comments
about 'the course were most favorable. This is an adﬁi tional reason
. that the aesumbtion made above concerning the reasc;ns) for the class
average di fferenf:iﬂetic;rs may be valid,’ v
The question can now be asked if perhaps a virtually all-
objective testing format vjou]d not be a good p]an to follow. It

certainly would satisfy more i tudents , although it must be admitted

that a number of the best students in the classes actually preferred

»

the combination-type format. Also, objective testing does require
much less irs tructor time and effort to grade. Yet it still appears
to this writer that the "combination-type" test offers more towards.
a student's educat1on than the a]]-ob:]ectwe format. There are, of
course, alternate testing methods other than the two mentioned in
this d1scuss1on, but they will not be cons1dered in this paper.
Therefore, with occaswna] mod1f1~cat1ons the writer of this
pract1cum will probably Continue to place greatest emphé& is on the

. "combination” test format as previously; unless , of course, new and

relevant information comes to his attention on this matter.
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& I PARTV . .. .- .
PR | RECOMMENDATIONS/ o -
* The results of the above research vould md1cate tnat cc{)-
S N ‘
-muni ty co]1ege_facu]ty members at least in the humampt1e§ and sin é
. ! ’. i

the, social s_cierices should be urded to 1nc]ude some wr1tten as ve]]
“as objective materia] in their tests. . The va]1d1ty and re]1ab1]1ty \~ 4
of student eva]uat1ons of their 1nstructors -teaching may be less
accurate if such change does not occur, )
- It is readily admitted, o“t course, that the above researth
sample is a small one--of only 120 students in four classes., There- o
fore, one may not be able to make definitive requests for change
‘from the findings of‘this practicum alone. Still, this s tudy can
- help p01nt the way to more research on th1s subject--and on a 1arger
’ scale. If the results of such a study conf1rm the present one they
certa1n]y could make an 1g1pact on the "student evaluation of 1nstruc-
" tor process."
TheQ,Ibove sugges ted chaage would in no way interfere with the. \
ins tructor's right to teach in a nfanner suitable to his own philo-
/ sophy of education; It”wou]d simply allow s tudents: better to
compare "apples with apples." Also, the results’ of tms Timi ted T4
study would in no way interfere with some of the “new teach1ng tech-

niques which have appeared on campuses in recent years, Retognition

of the problems of disadvantaged students ﬁle we of{ aud1o-v1sua]

materials, and the 1nte'rpersona] approach o teaching mu]d not be e Lo

-




4

affected, What might result from an implementation of this s tudy,

it is hoped, would be a better basis for student evaluation of .

ins tructors, and some improvement in student writing, organizational rﬁ :

skills --and cognitive learning itseif. ' .

-~
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